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FOREWORD

A ————

The following report analyzes the evolution and
pooafihle impact of the Federal Planning-Programming-
Budgeting system, a 'new'" management planning and
decision-waking technique proposed by President John-
son to the heads of key government agencies,

The report, which is intended to be an input to
a more detailed study of the management planning
function, both in the Federal Government and pri-
vate industry, is based on a study of selected books,
documents, and reports on the subject, and on discus=-

sions with responsible and knowledgeable individuals

in the Federal Government, in research institutes, and

in private industry, However, the opinions expressed

and the conclusions reached are the author's and do

not necessarily represent the opinions or the policies

of the Program of Policy Studies or The George Washington

University,




INTRODUCTION

late this summer President Johnson issued a statement to members of
the Cabinet and heads of agencies that will have a significant effect on
the management of the Federal government, particularly on the Executive
decision-making process, on the responsibilities and prerogatives of the
varicus government agencies, and on the dialogue between the government
and industrial communities., In his statement, the President proposed that
a '"new" Planning-Programming-Budgeting system be adopted throughout the
Federal Government. In October, a directive was sent by the Bureau of the
Budget to selected agency heads, which outlined the purpose, requirements,
and guidelines for establishing this new system in twenty-two agencies,
and suggested that seventeen other agencies give the directive serious
consideration,*

While the President's statement on planning-programming and budgeting
and the subsequent directive were issued without fanfare, the mgnitude
and potential impact of these two documents are implicit in the objectives
of the PPB system; namely, to help the Executive Office:

Identify our national goals on a precise and continuing basis;

Salect those goals that are most urgent;

Define alternative memns for reaching the selected national
goals by the most effective and least costly route;

Conduct the budgeting in support of these goals and the related
programs over a period of several years rather than on a year-
by-year basis;

* Bulletin No. 66-3, Executive Office of the President, Bureau of the
Budget, Washington, D.,C., October 12, 1965.
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Evaluate the national programs to insure "a dollar's worth

of service for each dollar spent,"”

The institution of this new management technique throughout the
Federal Government raises a number of questions; namely:! What is the
Planning~-Programming-Budgeting system? What effect will it have on
current Govermment operations? What new problems and potentialities
will it create?

THE PPB SYSTEM: EVOLUTION AND RATIONALE

The Planning-Programming-Budgeting system the President referred to
is "new'" only within the context of the Federal Government, In fact, it
is based, in part, on the management concepts, techniques and processes
employed over the past ten to fifteen years by imaginative industrial
managers, and partially on the pioneering efforts of certain research
organizations, notably the RAND Corporation. This non-profit institute,
established in 1948 to conduct analytical studies for the Air Force,
initiated some of the first definitive research on planning, programming,
and budgeting within RAND's Economics Department, then headed by Charles
J, Hitch, Mr, Hitch's book, The Economics of Defense in the Nuclear Age,*
was not only one of the first detailed expositions on the concept and
practice of planning, programming and budgeting,for national defense

purposes, but it coincided in timing and philosophy with the findings of

the Symington Committee on the Defense Establishment which President-élect

* Hitch, Charles J., and McKean, Roland N., The Economics of Defense
in the Nuclear Age, Harvard University Press, 1960,
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John Kennedy established in 1960 to study the reorganization of the De-
partment of Defense, While the conceptual relationship between the Sym=
ington Committee report and Hitch's book was essentially coincidental, it
was a factor in Mr, Hitch's future career; for when President Kennedy took

office in 1961, Mr, Hitch was appointed DOD Ccmptroiler and was asked by

Secretary of Defense Robert S, MCNamarg to put the planning and budgeting
techniques outlined in his book into practice,

Such procedural changes were long overdue since prior to 1961 a means
for coupling DOD planning to budgeting did not exist, Defense Department
planning was done on the basis of separate Army, Navy, and Air Force re-
quirements, and the budgeting on the basis of essentially unrelated
"Personnel," "Maintenance," and "Construction" categories. The situation
was further complicated by the overemphasis on the policy of "massive
retaliation," which had resulted in an overconcentration of forces and
weapons to fight strategic war and a relative depletion of the forces re~
quired to fight limited war,

Moreover, the budget to support this unsymmetrical forces and weapons
structure was projected only one year ahead, even though many of the plan-
ning decisions were made on weapons systems that would not be operational
for three, five, or even ten years hence, Furthermore, the pre-1961 de-
fense budgets not only gave little indication of the specific resource
implications of the planning decisions and actions, but did not differen-
tiate between the initial and subsequent operational expenses associlated
with the related weapons developments,

As stated by David Novick of the RAND Corporation:*

By January of 1961 there had been a quiet but long~standing

recognition of this deficiency in relating military budgeting
to planning . . . and a recognition, at lwast in some quarters,



of the need for major change. It was in this context that
the new administration in 1961 embarked upon the planning
for its military activities, One of the major features it
introduced was the recognition of the need for a method fer
inteprating resource programming and budgeting into military

planning, ¥
The programming and budgeting system introduced by Mr, Hitch in

1961 and put to its initial test in the preparation of the Defense Budget
for the fiscal year 1963 was the first major step toward meeting the need
for coordinated budgeting and planning in the Department of Defense, In
addition the new system included: 1) a DOD program package (see Fig., 1)
which was proposed and impiemented on the basis of overall Defense mis-
sions and force requirements rather than on a narrow service-by-service
basis; 2) detailed, in-depth analyses of alternatives to meet specific
military objectives and missions; and, 3) a five-year force structure
and financial program,

However, the impact of the PPB system went far beyond basic procedu-
ral changes, Eventually DOD decision-making became more centralized;
new organizational elements were created; the process of evaluating wea-
pons proposals and selecting contractors was modified; and the management
pover center shifted from the services to the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, In addition, the Department of Defense was functionally, if not

formally, reorganized; major activities which cut across service lines,

*  Novick, David, Program Budgeting in the Department of Defense,
The RAND Corporation, RI-4210-RC, September, 1964,
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such as communications, supply, and intelligence, were centralized; formal
plans and budgets covering a five-year -- rather than one-year period were
put into effect; and a basically uniform budget procedure and accounting
system was established,

The adoption of planning-programming and budgeting by the Department
of Defense has also had direct and indirect effects on weapons procurement
procedures and, consequently, on Government/industry relationships.* Posi~
tive evidence of these effects can be found by examining the controversy
that surrcunded the decisions to develop the F=11l (nee TFX) fighter-
bomber and to cancel the Skybolt missile,

The implementation of planning-programming and budgeting within DOD
also initiated a quiet and continuing revolution in the defense industry:
marketing, planning, and contractual procedures in the aerospace industry
were modified; cost-effectiveness and planning groups created or strength-
ened; and the traditional technical emphasis in top management shifted in
the direction of broader management capabilities, For example, in some
companies the intuitive ''shoot-from-the~hip" executive was repleced by men
experienced in the more sophisticated management techniques of planning,
systems engineering, and methodical decision-making,

This is not to say that planning, programming and budgeting were in-
troduced to DOD without problems, or that the new system was totally effec-

tive from the beginning; in fact, there was and still is objective and sub=

*  See Root, Eugene L., '"Project Management From a Defense Industry
Point of View," talk before the Air Force Imnstitute of Technology,
Project Management Course, October 1, 1965, page 24,




jective criticism of the programming and budgeting technique (both within
and outside the Department), particularly, the use of cost-effectiveness
studies, systems analyses, and computer techniques, It is beyond the scope
of this paper to evaluate the basis and nature of this criticism, however,
former DOD Comptroller Charles H. Hitch stated in his recent book:*

Much of the criticism directed against the technique of using
cost-effectiveness studies or systems snalysis is really related
to specific decisions; people who for one reason or another dis-
like a particular decision attempt to fault the technique and
rationale which led to it, Let it be said, here and now, the
computers do not make decisions and neither do systems analysts.
The job of the systems analyst is to free the decision-maker
from questions which can best be resolved on the basis of
judgement, The systems analyst, for example, can tell the
decision-maker how many more targets would be destroyed if

two hundred new bombers were added to the planned force and

how much they would cost; he can rarely demonstrate whether
they should or should not be added ... It seems to me that
anyone who has to make the kind of decisions which fall to

the lot of the Secretary of Defense would want to have some-
thing more to rest on than unsubstantiated judgement, even

though that judgement is based on extensive, if not wholly
relevant, experience.

THE FEDERAL PPB SYSTEM: CORCEPT AND CHARACTER

The . Hanning-Programming-Budgeting system that has provided the
analytical and procedural base for the many changes that have taken
place in the Department of Defense, and is now to be employed through-
out the Federal Govermnment is a management technique for systematically
defining primary objectives and alternatives, then matching these objec-

tives and alternatives to the appropriate resources, within a structured

* Hitch, Charles J.,, Decision-Making for Defense, University of
California Press, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1965.




information matrix., This techniquc is designed to assist top mesagement
in its planning, decision-making, and directive responsibilities,

The President's request that thic technique be adopted by the key
Federal agencies has come about for two basic reasons: f£first, because of
the successful application of the PPR system within the Department of De-
fense; and second, a recognition of fundamental defects in the Governmen-
tal decision-making and budgeting processes, Thc nature of these defects
was sharply defined by Henry S. Rowen, Assistant Director, Bureau of the
Budget, who stated in a recent speech * that under the present system:

+ o oprogram descriptions and justifications are vague, incomplete,
and unquantified; objectives are stated unclearly; sometimes they
are inconsistent internally or with other programs; measures of
performance are missing, of dubious validity and too little quan=-
tified; cost estimates are poor and biased; alternative objectives,
alternative programs to reach these objectives or different levels
within a given program arc not suggested; records of program
performance and costs as compared with promises are poor; and re-
quirements are stated in absolute terms, We are told: 'This is
the need.' *We must attain this level.' The notion that there
can be more or less of a given program is resisted, In fact,
there are very few things in life, or at least in Federal programs
of which that is true., In short, often top management has too
little systematic information on what it should be trying to
accomplish, what the best ways of accomplishing these objectives
are, and how its programs are faring,

The PPB system, which will hopefully improve the situation described

by Mr. Rowen, i ¢ the folloidi, closelyminit activitieay

- The systemstic detersination of majer nghdoms} of

agency objectives; the definition of alternative courses of actiom to
achieve such objectives; and the selection of an optipum course, or

courses, of action from among these alternatives,**

* Rowen, Henry S., "Improving Decision-Making in Government,' speech

before the Budget Bureau's Summer Seminar on Systems Analysis and
Program Evaluation, Executive Office of the President, Washington,
DOCO, August 19’ 1965,

** For a discussion of the planning process, see Scott, Briam W.,
Long-Ranpe Planning in American Industry, American Management
Association, Inc., New York, New York, 1965.




9.

Prograrming - the definition nd scheduling of the major programs
or activities designed to meet the planning objectives, and the coupling
of these prcgrams to the appropriate manpower, material, and facility re-
quirements,

Budgeting - the coupling of specific budget dollars to the overall
national or agency objectives, the specific programs, and the related man-
power, material, and facility resources,

vioven tightly into the fabric of planning-programming and budgeting
is a complex analytical process defined as systems, cost/utility, or cost
effectiveness analysis, Regardless of the definition employed, the basic
character of this analytical process is the same, It includes two prime
functions: 1) systematic analyses of objectives and the alternative
means for achieving such objectives within an environment characterized
by uncertainty, a future time scale, and a complex spectrum of technolo-
gical, pclitical, and economic parameters; and 2) comparative évaluations
of the cost and utility of the various objectives, alternatives, and
related programs,

In the conduct of systcus or cost/utility analyses, it is necessary
to define the scope of thc problem by posing appropriate questions and
designing an analytical framework to answer these questions. In some
cases it may be helpful to construct a decision-making model which is
then used to determine the relationship between, as well as the cost and

utility of, the program objectives and the various alternatives. Howewer,
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since it is only a thecreticsl stru ture, it is desirable to test the
model within a range of possible 'reali-world" situations,*

In addition to its functional and analytical character, the Plan-
ning-Programming-Budgeting system includes the design of a program pack-
age. While there is no common definition of the term "program package'
or "program', one of the best concepts and definitions of what a program
involves exists in the Department of Defense (see Fig. 1).

Using the DOD program package as a guide it is possible to define
similar structures for other major Foderal activities, To illustrate,
planning; and budgeting in the important areca of transportation is pre=-
sently a highly fragmented activity, scattered throughout a variety of
Federal agencies such as the FAA, the Coast Guard, and the Department of
Commerce, These agencies, in turn, are responsible for a number of
loesely defined transportaticn activities including: aviation, highways,
and trust funds, This structure zives little or no indication of
national transpo&tation objectives, future plans, or alternatives, and
is primarily based onh traditional agency roles and missions -~ the over-
all natioual need is not apparcnt,

Under a new format suggested by the Burcau of the Budget, trans-
portation programs and budgets would be defined on the basis of overall
national requirements, (Sce Fig, 2) In comparing the current program
with the suggested one, it is apparent that in the former case the

agencies® traditional agency responsibilities and prerogatives are

* For a detailed discussion on cost-utility analysis see: Hovick,
David, (Editor), Program Budmeting, Chapter 2, Government Printing
Office, Washington, ’'.C., 1965,
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stressed; in the latter case the notional requirements are emphasiged,
Furthermore, it is clear that if the Federal Governmment were to shift from
an agency-oriented transportation program to one that emphasizes overall
national objectives, significant changes in the current power structure,

the decision-making processes and the related budgetary allocations would

take place,
THE IMPACT

In a larger sense, it is reascnable to assume that significant
changes will not only take place in the area of transportation, as a
result of tlanning, programming and budgeting, but inthe operation of
the Federal Governmert as a vhole; particularly, in the responsibilities,
objectives, and appfdpriatioh levels of those agencies affected by the
Presidential directive,*

One of thc most immediate and far-reaching changes proposed involves
the annual Federal budget review and formulation process., For example,
under the current procedures, the budget formulation and review is crows:
ded into a few months with little or no machinery for monitoring, analy®is,
or reprcgramming throughout the year. In contrast, the new annual budget
cycle (see Fig. 3), proposed as part of the Planning-Programming-Budgeting
system would operate over a twelve-month period and include the following

stepsi¥¥

b

President Johnson in his State of the Union Message to Congress has
suggested that a nev Transportation Agency be established,

** Figure 3 and the budget cycle discussed above are based on data in The
Bureau of the Budget Bulletin, No. 66-3, Washington, D.C. Oct. 12, 1965.
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In January, relevant Federal agancies will make changgs in the
prior mﬁlti&year program plan; These changes éonform to Presidential
decisions as reflected in the budget sent to the Congress.

By March bureaus or similar major organizational units within the
agency will submit to the agency head current appraisals of approved
program objectives and multi-year plans as well as proposals for: 1)
needed modifications, including measures to meet new needs and to take
acccunt of changing and expiring needs; and 2) expansion of plans to
ccver an additional year, The Dircctor of the Bureau of the Budget will
advise the agency head of any change in the overall policies and objec~
tives upon which the currently approved plan is based.

In April, Each bureau will develop specific program plans, on the
basis of instructions from the agency head and following his review of
individuval bureau submissions,

In May analytic staffs will complete the program memoranda, The
agency head then reviews program plans and approves the program memoranda
for submission to the Bureau of the Budget, On the basis of this review,
the agency hcad may want to assign additional studies to his staff.

In May-June the budget preview is conducted by the Bureau of the
Budget, The basic documents for this preview are the program memoranda
prepared by agencies and submitted to the Bureau of the Budget by May 1,
and special studies to be submitted over a period of several months pre-
ceding this date, During this period Presidential guidance will be ob-
tained, where necessary, on major policy issues and on the fiscal outlook,

In July-August appropriate changes to program plans are made on the
basis of the Presidential guidance, and Congressional legislation and

appropriations., Budget estimates, including those for new legislative
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proposals, are developed on the basis of the first year of the currently
approved program plans.
In September budget estimates and agency legislative programs are

submitted by the agency heads to the Bureau of the Budget.

In October-December the Budget Bureau reviews budget estimates,
consults with agéncies, and makes its recommenéations to the President.
Presidential decisions are transmitted to agenciesf the Budget is pre-
pared for submission to Congress; the legislative program is specified;
and the various national goais and objectives are defined,

In January the annual cycle is completed and a new one initiated.
Changes are again made by the agencies to the rulti-year program plan
to conform to Presidential decisions, as reflected in the budget sent
to Congress.

In addition to a new budget cycle, other changes, resulting from
the Planning-Programming-Budgeting directive, have already taken place.
For example, each agency named in the directive has selected an indi-
vidual to direct its Planning-Programrming-Budgeting system, who, with the
appropriate staff, has been asked to define specific program categories,
The program definitions, as well as other activities specified in the BOB
directive*, are to be initiated by the relevant agencies between now and
May 1, 1966, when each agency's multi-year program plan, the related
program memoranda, and the special studies will be forwarded for preview

by the Burcau of the Budget,

* Reference No, 1
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Related to the BOB directive, it was announced on November 9,1965,
that President Johnson had approved & plan for reorganizing the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare, *  One of the most significant steps
taken as a result of this plan was the creation of a new Office of Comp-
troller. This action and the related responsibility of the new position
are analogous to the ciroumstances surrounding the creation of the
OFfice of Deputy Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) in 1961, Like the
DOD decision, the objective of the new HEW plan is to centralize manage-~
ment and budgetary control over the many offices reporting directly to
HEW Secretary John Gardmer,and to authorize and direct the necessary
systems analysis and cost/effectiveness studies,

Also in line with the BOB directive, it was announced in the Nov-
ember 15th issue of the New York Times that a special eight-man Presi-
deniial Commission, headed by the former Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, Kermit Gordon, ﬁas begun working on fare-reaching proposals to
reorganize ahd tlan for the to£31 Federal cffort oh urban lousing,
poverty, and mass tfansportation.** As quoted ih the Times, an unnated
Fedexal official stated, '"6rganizationally this (committee study) is
prcbably as difficult and significant a job as the reorganization and
unification of the armed forces in 1947, *** The idea is to pull all
urban assistance programs together, for the first time, into a coordina-

ted thrust that will have some impact on the problems."

* WUashington Post, November 9, 1965,

1

New York Times, November 15, 1965,

*%* Emphasis added
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Other changes in the organization and management processes of key
Government agencies are anticipated as a consequence of the PPB directive,
For example, an increase in the analytical and R & D capability, within,
and external to, the major Federal agencies - particularly-those agencies
concerned with non-defense problems - will take place, This evolution
will be characterized by the gradual acquisition of skilled analysts and
planners within and outside the relevant organizations, the creation of
special interdisciplinary staffs to assist top management, and increases

in the R & D expenditures of non-defense agencies and bureaus,

FROBLEXS AND PCTENTIAL

These firm and anticipated changes indicate - as does the DOD exper-
ience ~ that planning-programming and budgeting will have an evolution-
ary, if not ;evoluiionary, impact on the Fede;al Government, While the
system will ultimafeiy bfing atout a better-planned and more efficieﬂt
operation, it is not a panaces for all of the management ills plaguihg
the Federal Government., Ilorecver, the Planning-Progtamming-Budgeting
system is not a perfect device ahd will not be installed without expen-
ditures of time, effort, and manpowcr., Difficulties are bound to arise
for a number of reasons including: the unfamiliarity of many Government
officials with the PPB technique; the procedural and organizational prob-
lems that occur when a new process is superimposed on existing organiza-
tions; the lack of, or inexperience of, competent planners and systems
analysts within the Federal Government; and the existence of bureaucratic
pressures against the new system resulting from fears of loss of power

and the revelation of overlapping or inefficient programs., Opposition
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to the system will also come from industrial organizations that work
closely with a given Federal agency and who do not want to see a famil-
iar. and profitable relationship disturbed,

Other problems of a more operational nature will arise, For exam-
ple, it will be difficult, initially, to identify programs and program
elements, such as education and foreign policy, that cut across the re-
sponsibilities of a number of agencies, and to structure these programs
for budgetary and decision-making purposes, Furthermore, the question
of who will be responsible for defining those programs that involve more
than one agency will be a difficult one to resolve.

As a consequence, each agency head will have to answer a number of
questions; namely: What is our role and mission? How should our pro-
gram package be designed? How many and what kinds o f program categor-~
ies are relevant? What program responsibilities do we or will we share
with other agencies? In cases where major programs are the responsibil-
ity of mcre than ohe agency, (this may be the rule rather thdn the ex-
ception) it may be necessary to create riew stipra-bigunizatiods such as
the Defense Communications Agency, or inter-agency committees such as
the Joint DOD/NASA Gemini Program Planning Board,

To incorporate the new system, the various agencies' planning and
budgeting staffs will have to understand, in theory as well as in the
practical terms of day-to-day agency operations, the management-decision
making process, Such understanding will be difficult because even
under ideal circumstances the decision-making process is a complex one,
especially as it functions within a given agency structure where indi-

vidual decisions - even major ones - are hard to trace and analyze,
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For a vhile the old and thc new systems will exist in parallel,
Consequently, there will be difficulties in getting staff members fam-
iliar with the current method of decision-making, planning, and budget-
ing adjusted to the new techniques, Since they are more familiar with
the present budget cycle and short-term costs, agency heads will also
have difficulty adapting to the new system, wherein decisions will be
based on long-term costs and multi-year budgets, In addition; it will
be difficult for each agency to obtain and prepare reliable cost esti-
mates for the various programs and program elements, This will result
in an initially high degree of crror, and may create confusion and
frustration within agency staffs and in the Bureau of the Budget.

There will also be instances where the objectives of planning,
programming and budgeting will clash with those of the agency head;
Hete it should be hoted that the success of PFB techniqhes in the
Department of Defehse was largely a function of Secretary McNamara's
belief in, and strong support for planning, programming and budget-
ing. Other agency and bureau heads may not feel as strongly about
the system as Mr, McNamara does, or may resist it - particularly if
it clashes with their goals anc¢ motivations,

Adoption of the Planning-Programming-Budgeting system may even=-
tually lead to further centralization of inter- as well as intra-agency
management, This, in turn, may result in organizational changes as
well as shifts in the power and status of existing agencies and re-
lated personnel. To a degree, a trend toward a2 more centralized
Federal management may be beneficial and more efficient, However, it

will be necessary to guard against overcentralization of the planning
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and analysis effort., For example. there may be a tendency for the
staff responsible for the agency plan and the related analyses to re-
gard their cutput as dogma and to resist constructive suggestions from
whatever source, Moreover, z range of alternatives, or imaginative,
high-risk proposals may not be considered unless a system for sub-
mitting “off-beat" ideas and counter-proposals, is installed before
hand,

As previously noted, the present budget structure will continue to
exist side by side with the new one for an indefinite period. Conse-
quently, there will be some duplication and possibly conflicts about
program and budgetary definitions, These difficulties will be mini-
mized if the new budget structure is geared as closely to the present
cycle until a smooth transition takes place,

There will be a problem hiritig and training adequate numbers of
anaiysts té man the piadning, progranming, and budgetihg staffs within
the various agencies, Unfortunately, such individuals cannot be
created by directives or wishful thinking., In addition, the fact that
good analysts, currently employed in challenging and good-paying jobs,
are in short supply, both in and out of government, Moreover, most of
the experienced planners and systems analysts have obtained their ex-
perience in the defense industry or with defense-oriented, non-profit
institutions such as RAND, Mitre, and Aerospace, Consequently, it may
be difficult to adapt their talents and experience to such non-defense
problems as health, poverty, and water pollution., This problem can be
minimized somewhat by drawing from the experience of those aerospace

company and DOD analysts and planners who have utilized their talents
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to solve non-defense problemc for Federal, state, and local governments,*

Other problems will be crcated by certain legislative and private
interests who will oppose the new Planning-Programming-Budgeting system,
To many of these individuals and organizations, the system will appear
as a threat to their status, power, and prerogatives, To a degree, some
of the resistance will be minimized because the development and appli-
cation of planning; programming, and budgeting is being watched closely
by the President, who has also directed the Bureau of the Budget to
work closely with each agency head to see that the PPB directives and
guidelines are followed., But in the main, opposition to the PPB will
have to be overcome slowly by training capable planning and analytical
staffs, by Presidential or agency-head actions, and by practical demon-
strations that planning, programming, and budgeting will work.,

Finally, tHe pace at which planning, programming and Sudgeting is
adopted, the types and magnitude of the problems that arise, the manner
in which solutions to such problems are found, and the efficiency with
which the PPE cystem is utilized, will depend upon the conscientious
efforts of many individuals within and outside of the Federal Establish-
ment, who believe that a more rationally planned and efficient govern=

ment is a desirable goal to work toward,

* See Terhorst, Jerald, "The Business Role in the Great Society,"”
The Reporter, October 12, 1965, p. 26.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Federal Planning-Programming and Budgeting system proposed by
President Johnson and currently being adopted by twenty-two Federal
agencies evolved from the techniques of modern management, the efforts
of the research and academic communities, and the experience of the
Department of Defense, This system will have a significant, if not
revolutionary, impact on the mahagement of the Fe&etal Governmerit,
particuiatly on the Presidential decision-making process, on the re-
sponsibilities and prerogatives of the various Federal agencies, and on

the application of public and private resources to meet major natiomal

goals,

Vithin the Department of Defense, planning-programming and budgeting have
had direct and indirect effects on the organization of the Department;
on budgetary, contractual, and procurement procedures; on the decision-
making process; and on the DOD-Industry relationships, This, in turn,
has brought about :analogous changes in the defense industry that are
reflected in the organization, management, and operating methods of

specific companies,

To incorporate the Planning-Programming-Budgeting system into the Fed-
eral Government with a minimum of difficulty, it will be necessary to
understand and adapt the system to the Presidential as well as the

agency decision~-making process,

A number of difficult but soluble problems will arise as planning, pro=-

gramming, and budgeting techniques are adopted. These problems include:
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the unfamiliarity of many Government officials with the PPB process;
the lack of or inexperience of planners and systems analysts within
the Federal Govermment, and the existence of bureaucratic pressures
against the system because of fears of loss of organizational and per-
sonal power, status, and prerogatives, To many the system will appear
as a direct threat which will not be diminished by exhortations or pro-
mises of a more efficient government, Consequently, the degree of
acceptance, the pace at which PPB is adopted, the types and magnitude
of the problems that arise, the manner in which solutiomns to such prob-
lems are found, and the efficiency with which the system is utilized
willidepend on the efforts and support of determined and conscientious

individuals within and outside the Federal Government,

One possible solution to the related problems of PPB acceptance and
acquiring or training systems analysts and plannmers is to establish
within the Washington, DiCs ared a mpecial school, This imstitution
woﬁl& instruct agency staff and management personnel in the various
techniques of planning-programming and budgeting., It would draw on
experienced personnel drawn from the academic, industrial and govern~
ment communities and bring together planners and systems analysts from
Government and private organizations, They would either oonduct
special studies or exchange information on their respective planning
and budgeting techniques, Such seminars should increase the rapport
between industry and government, create a better understanding of each
others' problems and difficulties, and minimize some of the resistance
to planning, programming and budgeting within and outside the Federal

Government,
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SUGGESTED STUDILS

The impact of the Planning-Programming-Budgeting system on the organi-
zation end operation of specific Federal agencies such as NASA, the State

Department, and HEW,

The managerial, organizational, and procedural problems arising from
the introduction of planning, programming and budgeting: some possible

solutions, guidelines, or approaches,

D-ta requirements for the Federal Planning-Programming-Budgeting
system,
Cost/utility criteria for evaluating such national programs as trans-

portation; space, and education,

The relationship between national objectives and Federal agenty objec-

tives,

Criteria for selecting and training a planning, programming, and bud-

geting staff,
The role of the agency head in the Presidential decision-making process.

The national space program: some considerations for aerospace manage-

nent,

The impact.of planning, programming and budgeting on the organization,

management and decision-making process within the Department of Defense.

Similarities and/or differences between plamning, programming, and bud-

geting for defense and non-defense programs.
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Planning, programming, and budgeting as applied to the proposed Boston
to Washington high-speed transit system,

The impact of Federal plamning, programming, and budgeting on the Gov-

ernment/Industry relationships.

The role of the President and the Executive 0ffice in the planmning,
programming and budgeting process,
The impact of Soviet competition and or threats on major national

goals and programs,
The TFX: A case history in planning, programming, and budgeting.
COMSET: an exception or 4 mbdel-fbr.managing majér fedetal prcgreams.

The probability and impact of a Soviet manned lunar landing on the.

U.S. space program,

Criteria for selecting post-Apollo goals in space.
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